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The Branch and the Plantation the Hodayot 


HELMER RINGGREN 
GARRETT BIBLICAL INSTITUTE 


For several reasons the psalm that begins line the eighth 
column the Hodayot one the most interesting the whole 
collection. But also one the most puzzling ones. This due 
partly the damaged condition the text, partly the unusual 
imagery uses. The translation Wallenstein’ gives clue the 
right understanding the psalm, and his restitution the text not 
always convincing. the other hand, Licht has some valuable re- 
marks this psalm his Hebrew book the Hodayot.? calls 
The Parable the Trees, which seems very good title. 

The psalm begins the usual way: 

give thanks thee, Lord, 

for thou hast placed source flowing streams dry 

ground, 

the context would favour the rendering “hast made source,” but 
doubtful can carry that meaning. The references 
water dry land are reminiscent Is. 44:3 and 35:7. 

Then the author goes describe the garden: 

cypress and plane with pine together, for thy 

ory, 

hidden among all the “trees the water.” 

The various kinds trees are derived from Is. whole in- 
troduction thus based two verses from Is. 41. These trees are 
then classified trees life, and they are said hidden among 
another sort trees, which are called “sé mayim, “trees the water” 
phrase taken from Ez. 31:14, which refers the punishment 
the lofty cedar: “all this order that trees the 
waters may grow lofty Obviously, there are two sorts 
trees: trees life and trees the water; the former are the righteous 
the latter are the haughty wicked. 


‘‘The nezer and the Submission Suffering Hymn from 


the Dead Sea Scrolls,’’ Istanbul, 1957. 
Licht, The Thanksgiving Scroll (in Jerusalem, 1957). 


Then are told that the trees life 


shall put forth branch for eternal plantation (Is. 60:21), 

striking root before they sprout 

they shall send out their roots the stream (Jer. 17:8), 

its stump shall exposed the living water, 

and shall become eternal source, 

and all the beasts the forest shall feed the branch it, 

its trunk will trampled all that pass by, 

and every winged bird shall perch its boughs (Dan. 4:12). 
not quite clear what the relation between the plantation 
trees life and the eternal plantation that grow out the 
branch from the trees life. Possibly the trees life are Israel, 
true Israel, and the plantation the sect Qumran. The branch, then, 
either the founder the sect, the sect itself its insignificant be- 
ginning. any case, this new plantation going blessing 
all the world—for this obviously the implication the reference 
the beasts and the birds that enjoy its branches. How far allegori- 
cal interpretation intended for the various details, such the 
stretching out roots the stream, the eternal source, and forth, 
not clear. interesting note that the word for “branch” neser, 
the same word Is. 11:1. 

All the trees the water shall rise against it, 

for their plantation they shall grow (Is. 17:11, 

though they not send out their roots the stream. 
Although the enemies (the gentiles?) not have access the stream, 


i.e. probably God, the true religion, the law, they rise against the 
eternal plantation their pride. 

Thus far everything comparatively clear. But the author goes 
say: 

who causes holy branch sprout for plantation 

trut 

was concealed without being accounted, 

his mystery was sealed without being known. 
Who “he who causes holy branch the founder 
the sect? this case, the branch represents its modest beginnings. 
But why, then, does not speak the first person usually 
does? should rather translate: “that which causes sprout,” 
the true revelation, the garden the trees life? might 
well suspend our judgment until have studied the rest the 
psalm. any case, there reference someone something hid- 


yitshagshegi. The derivation from err, improbable 
view the allusion Is. 17:11. 


den kept secret, mystery the true meaning which not 
realized. This often said the true knowledge possessed the 
sect. 


After this the author seems return the image garden 
plantation 

Thou, God, has hedged about its fruit 

with the mystery the mighty ones and the holy spirits 

and flame fire turning every way, 

that [stranger reaches] the fountain life, 

nor drinks holy water with the eternal trees, 

nor makes his fruit flourish with the plantation the skies: 

for sees without perceiving 

and thinks without believing 

concerning the source life 

and stretches out his hand for the everlasting blossom. 
one who reads this passage could avoid thinking the garden 
Eden with the tree life, closed man and guarded the cher- 
ubim and the flaming sword that turned every way (Gen. 3:24). Ob- 
viously, there are certain people who are not allowed share the 
salvation the sons light, because God prevents them from reach- 
ing the fountain life and the eternal trees. other words: Par- 
adise closed them, and this partly due the fact that they not 
realize the true meaning what they see. VI, these people 
are referred i.e. strangers, although the image there dif- 
ferent: that building into which strangers are admitted. 

Then the psalmist speaks himself again the first person: 


But became despised (?)* among overflowing rivers, 
for they cast upon their mire (cf. Is. 57:20). 


This fits well into the pattern suffering which the “I” the Ho- 
dayot has bear: despised and persecuted, but saved God. 


Here may pause for moment our interpretation col. 
VIII and consider two other passages which refer plantation 
branch. First VI, 14-16 (the preceding lines refer those who have 
been brought into fellowship with the angels and who have turned, 
God): 

they shall yield blossom like flower for ever, 


put forth branch with the thick leaves eternal plantation, 
and shall give shade all the world, 


The Hebrew has LBZ’Y BZ’Y like 
allusion Is. 18:2, but the psalmist seems have interpreted the word 


and its branches shall reach the skies 

and its roots the deep 

and all the waters Eden [shall water] its boughs. 
The second passage VII, 18-20: 


But leaned upon thy great mercy 

and hoped for thy great lovingkindness, 

and make the branch grow 

the first these passages the plantation again described 
paradise—all the rivers Eden shall water it—in the second learn 
that the growth the branch something the “I” the psalms has 
been working at. add this evidence the two passages the 
Manual Discipline where the Qumran community referred 
eternal plantation and holy house, holy building (IQS VII, 
8—the image building used also Hod. VI, 26!), and 
finally passage the Damascus Document (I, that refers 
root plantation growing forth from Israel and Aaron possess 
the land, the whole thing comparatively clear: the plantation the 
remnant Israel, the new Paradise, created God fulfilment 
the prophecies Deutero-Isaiah and others, other words, the Qum- 
ran community. The branch, theoretically, could either the found- 
the sect, its modest beginning, but VII, seems exclude 
the former alternative, since the “I” the psalms—whether not 
the founder the sect—has been active order make the 
branch grow. 

fairly obvious that the author has used the word neser with 
allusion Is. 11:1. The fact that this passage has often been in- 
terpreted messianic sense should not lead the conclusion 
that the neser Qumran the Messiah—this was the opinion 
who identified him with the Teacher Righteous- 
ness. But this so, have prefer the impersonal translation 
mafriah neser: that which, the garden which causes branch 
sprout forth. 

Let now return col. VIII and see what has say about 
the role the “I” the psalms! developed two paragraphs, 
each containing reference the good and the wicked. 

But thou, God, hast put mouth 

were rain for all the [thirsty] 

and spring living water that will not fail, 

open streams that will not cease; 


Numen (1955), 187f. 
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and they shall become overflowing river 

over the water, 

and seas without measure; 

suddenly they burst forth, (long) hidden secret 

and turn into waters [sweeping away] every green and dry tree 

(Ez. 21:3) 

and into deep for all living (or: beasts), 

and the trees the water shall sink lead the 

mighty waters (Ex. 15:10), 
and [...... and they will dry up. 
But the plantation the fruit [of truth...... ever- 
lasting spring 

into glorious delight and beauty]. 
Thus the water going forth from the mouth the psalmist going 
become flood that sweeps away all the “trees the water,” 
while the good plantation shall thrive and flourish. other words, 
his work among the faithful Israel will ultimately have disastrous 
consequences for the unfaithful and the gentiles. The same idea 
expressed couple lines immediately following our quotation 
from Hod. VI: 


(what?) shall become [..... without measure 

and river that floods the world without end, 

and even into Sheol [shall its waters reach]. 
interesting note that col. VI, where find the image 
building into which strangers shall come, this followed 
reference the sword God and the final battle. VI, ff. men- 
tion made light that grows into fire that consumes the wick- 
ed, and III, there description destroying fire using 
many the phrases and expressions that found cols. VIII and 
VI. 


Our conclusion must be: the foundation the Qumran com- 
munity the beginning the final battle which all evil 
destroyed, while the destiny the righteous shall glorious delight. 


Finally, two parallel paragraphs there description the 
psalmist’s activity 


The text has does not give sense, nor there enough 
space for Licht proposes read ShDYM, deriving from 
Aramaic root throw, pour. 

The restitution guess, but very probable one. 
‘‘a stream,’’ the like. 


was hand that thou didst open their source and 
channels, 

their (?) [garden] clear with true measuring line 

and the plantation their trees with 

for the its foliage and glorious boughs. 

When move hand dig furrows 

its roots strike even into the flinty rock, 

and they plant their stocks firmly the earth, 

and the time heat the source retains (water?) 
other words: the spiritual life and wellbeing the community 
entirely dependent the work the “I” these psalms. 
speak the gardener who prepares the soil and waters the trees. 

the other hand, 


turn back hand, becomes like shrub the 
desert (Jer. 

and its stocks like nettles salt-marsh (Zeph. 2:4), 
and its furrows yield thorns and thistles, 

turns briers and brambles, 

and the trees its border become like worthless 
before the heat its leaves fade, 

and its stock not exposed the spring. 


the gardener does not work the garden turns into desert with 
thorns and thistles, the teacher neglects his task there will 
spiritual life, and the community will not grow fulfill its task 
the final battle. 

Who but the founder the sect, the Teacher Righteousness 
could speak with such authority? But identified with the 
one who speaks the psalms, cannot possibly the neser the 
Messiah Dupont-Sommer contends. 


usual the Hodayot, most the imagery taken from the 
Old Testament. And usual, passages from different contexts are 
woven together. There are especially four motifs that are worked 
together the contrast shrub the desert and tree plant- 
water expounded Jer. 17:5-8; passages which country 
king likened tree (Is. 17:11, Ez. 31:14, Dan. 
prophecies fertility the desert (Is. 44:3, 35:7); and 
finally passages referring the garden Eden Paradise. This 
last motif especially interesting because implies the reopening 


mechanical translation; the expression must refer some instrument 


for measuring. 
10. Beading and interpretation uncertain. 


| 

| 
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the gates paradise: now, through the new covenant, man has 
again access paradise. has been observed that the reward 
the righteous described the Manual Discipline consists 
exactly the same things that Adam lost when had leave 
paradise after the fall according the pseudepigraphic and rabbinic 
literature (esp. Vita Adae The same idea appears con- 
nection with the priestly Messiah Test. Levi 

And shall open the gates paradise, 

and shall remove the threatening sword against Adam, 

and shall give the saints eat from the tree life. 

Finally, should like call attention the occurrence the 
same imagery three groups later literature. 


First: Jesus uses the same picture the big tree which the 
birds the air build their nests his parable the grain mus- 
tard. may have taken from Dan. but applies way 
quite similar the Qumran psalm. Paul refers the work 
apostle planting and building Cor. 3:16-15, thus combining the 
two metaphors much the same way the author the Hodayot. 


Second: the term plants saplings, occurs the Jewish 
literature connection with the heavenly paradise and with 
Adam’s view the fact that there are other points sim- 
ilarity between Qumran and early Jewish mysticism, this deserves 
further investigation. 


Third: the Mandean literature often refers the community 
plantation. E.g. the saviour says: have entered this world order 
plant plantation life and produce perfect Or: 
was erect building for the good, for the true and faithful men. 
built it, erected above the sky. planted the saplings 
life, true faithful Here even the two motifs building and 
plantation are combined exactly Qumran and Paul. think 
this must taken show that the whole Mandean problem, and not 
the least relation the fourth gospel, must explored again from 
new angles. 


Otzen, Studia Theologica (1957), 96ff. 

12. Scholem, Jewish Gnosticism, Merkabah Mysticism and Talmudic Tradi- 
tion, 1960, 16. 

13. Lidzbarski, Das Johannesbuch der 219. 

Manddische Liturgien, 194. More references 
Die Termini und Iskariot (Uppsala, 1957). 


The Sabbath Laws the Qumranites 


the Damascus Covenanters 


COLLEGE JEWISH STUDIES 


Two preliminary remarks are necessary. (1) identifying the 
Damascus Documents the Zadokite Fragments with the Qumranite 
literature following the prevailing opinion but doing with- 
out committing myself this position. There may valid objections 
this identification, but not intend make issue it. (2) 
not intend into the arena the “battle the scrolls,” 
battle which not over yet. far from being warrior and 
also too late the season jump the band wagon. 

The main purpose paper analyse two the Sabbath 
laws found the Damascus Documents and thereby throw light 
(1) the history the observance the Sabbath the period which 
usually call the period the Second Commonwealth, and (2) the 
history Biblical exegesis. 

The two laws considered are: 

“Let him not walk about ‘outside his town above’ one thousand 

cubits” (xiii, 20). 

“Let man after beast (on the Sabbath) pasture 

‘outside his town’ for more than ‘two thousand cubits’” (xiii, 


hass*bi (Ex. 16:29b), “Remain every man you, let 
man out his place the seventh day,” was not taken literally 
Biblical times. Even apply this verse only the desert, 
was not meant that the people should stay indoors all day the Sab- 
bath but that they should not out into the field look for 

The Sabbath was “yom Mikrah Kodesh,” day holy assem- 
bly. Therefore the ancient Israelites had out their homes 
the places assembly. When the husband the Shunammite 
woman saw his wife saddle ass with the intention going the 


Rabin, Chaim, The Zadokite (Oxford, 1958), pp. 52, 54. 


prophet Elisha, asked her, will you him today? 
neither New Moon nor Sabbath” (II Ki. 4:22-23). may conclude 
from this that was customary assemble the home the prophet 
Sabbath. Isaiah prophesied that time would come when all 
flesh would come worship before God every Sabbath (66:23). 
Jeremiah, although warning the people not carry burdens take 
them out their houses the Sabbath, did not ask the people 
stay indoors all day (17:21-22). The same can said Nehemiah. 
complains about the laxity the observance the Sabbath laws 
and says, 


“In those days saw Judah men treading wine presses 
the Sabbath, and bringing heaps grain and loading them 
asses; and also wine, grapes, figs and all kinds burdens 
which they brought into Jerusalem the Sabbath day; and 
warned them the day when they sold food. Men Tyre 
also, who lived the city, brought fish and all kinds 
wares and sold them the Sabbath the people Judah, 
and Jerusalem. Then remonstrated with the nobles 
Judah and said them: What this evil thing which you are 
doing profaning the Sabbath day? When began 
dark the gates Jerusalem before the Sabbath, com- 
manded that the doors should shut and gave orders that 
they should not opened until after the Sabbath. And set 
some servants over the gates, that burden might 
brought the Sabbath day. Then the merchants and 
sellers all kinds wares lodged outside Jerusalem once 
twice. But warned them From that time they did 
not come the Sabbath” (13:15-19). 

the peoples the land bring wares any grain 
the Sabbath day sell will not buy from them the 
Sabbath holy day” (10:32). 


However, the question arises whether, shortly after the reforms 
Ezra and Nehemiah later, let say, the 4th 3rd century 
B.C.E. after the establishment the Great Synagogue (Anshe Kenes- 
seth Hagedolah) under the theocracy the high priests, literal in- 
terpretation Ex. 16:29b was given the main body normative 
Judaism any sect. 

First shall consider the interpretations the old versions. The 
Septuagint renders ’is ekastos eis tous 
oikous umon, i.e., “sit every one you your houses.” The transla- 
tion the Vulgate literal one. The Peshitto translates 


min tra’ i.e., man should not out from the gates his 
house.” impossible conclude the basis the ancient ver- 
sions that the Jews the time the Second Commonwealth applied 
Ex. 16:29 literally, understanding prohibition against leaving 
their homes Sabbath. 

the contrary, learn from Josephus that the Jews derived 
only the prohibition against traveling, i.e., making long journey, 
the Sabbath, but not prohibition against one’s house (Ant. 
XIII, viii, 4). his time the synagogue was already established 
institution all over the world. The Jews attended Saturday services 
and this would not have been possible they interpreted Ex. 16:29 
literally. The services the temple also demanded the presence 
many people, not only priests who could claim special privileges. This 
meant that people had leave their homes and walk the hill 
the temple the Sabbath. 

There also New Testament evidence that the Jews left their 
houses the Sabbath. For instance, Jesus met the Pharisees the 
field Saturday (Matt. 12:2). 

From the preceding can see that have conclusive evidence 
that already very early period the Jews interpreted not 
literally dwelling place house, but broader sense village 
city. This can further illustrated their interpretation an- 
other verse, 

“And you shall boil the Paschal lamb and eat the place 

which the Lord your God will choose” (Deut. 

this had been taken literally, would have meant that the Passover 
lamb had eaten only the altar close the Temple. This is, 
fact, the opinion the author the Book Jubilees. writes, 
“They shall eat its flesh the court the house which has been 
sanctified the name the Lord” (49:17, 20). still the prac- 
tice the Samaritans who follow the literal interpretation. They eat 
the Paschal lamb Mt. Gerizim where they slaughter it. 

But the Pharisees interpret this verse the whole 
city Jerusalem. The Rabbis, too, extended the meaning 
include the whole area city and still later they extend even 
further include two thousand cubits every direction outside the 
city limits. They based their opinion Num. 35:5, where con- 
nection with the cities for the Levites written, “And you shall mea- 
sure outside the city two thousand cubits.” This law called the law 


| 
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“tehum Shabbath,” “Sabbath way” “Sabbath journey” and 
mentioned the New Testament (Acts 1:12). The main reason 
for this extension the Rabbis was evidently economic one, viz., 
enable the farmer take his cattle out into the fields around the 
village. This reform dates back the time the Second Common- 
wealth. Some scholars claim that was introduced the second cen- 
tury B.C.E., but this uncertain and controversial. 

The attitude the Sadducees these laws disputed. The Tal- 
mud claims that they did not recognize the institution Erub, the 
practice artificially extending the private domain into the area gen- 
erally considered public for the purpose mitigating the Sabbath laws. 
There are some Jewish scholars who claim that the Sadducees did not 
follow the lenient attitude the Rabbis but instead clung the literai 
interpretation Ex. 16:29b. Others maintain that the Sadducees con- 
sidered the fictional institution for carrying objects out the house 
into the street Saturday define the distance Sabbath 
journey (an Erub) unnecessary. accept the second opinion, 
means the Sadducees did not take this passage literally. 

come now the various sectarians. How did they interpret 
19:29b? What was their attitude toward the lenient attitude 
the Rabbis? will discuss them chronological order. 


(1) The Elephantine Colonists. have very little information 
about the Sabbath laws the colonists the Elephantine Island. 
From inscription recently published Emil Kraeling his Brook- 
lyn Museum Aramaic Papyri learn that they did not let their 
cattle out the stalls the Sabbath. “Tie the tomorrow 
the Sabbath lest may, therefore, conclude that they did 
not leave their houses Saturdays. 


(2) The Samaritans. They always took this passage literally. The 
only exemption from this prohibition leave the house Saturdays 


was for going the synagogue. This exemption based some 
verses from Leviticus and Exodus. 


“Six days you shall work but the seventh day, which 
sabbath rest, holy convocation, you shall not any 
work; sabbath the Lord all your dwellings” 
(Lev. 23:3). 

“And Moses used take the tent and stretch outside 
the encampment good distance away and called the 


New Documents the Fifth Century B.C. from the Jewish Colony Ele- 
phantine (1953), 29f. 


tent meeting; and was that everyone who sought the 

Lord went out the tent meeting which was outside 

the encampment” (Ex. 33:7). 

might noted passing that the Samaritans were not the 
only ones who made these exceptions with regard cultic activities. 
The Rabbis claimed that the service the Temple did not fall under 
the rules regular prohibitions. meant that all kinds work 
which was forbidden the average Jew could performed for the 
Temple Saturday, e.g., the bringing the Omer ch. 10). 


(3) The Book Jubilees.* The Sabbath laws found this book 
are stricter than those the Rabbis. worthwhile quote some 
them. 


“Six days shall you labor, but the seventh day the Sab- 

bath the Lord your God. you shall manner 

work, you and your sons, and your men-servants and your 

maid-servants and all your cattle and the sojourner who 

with you. And the man that does any work shall die; 
whoever desecrates that day, whoever lies with his wife 
whoever says will something it, that will set out 

journey thereon regard any buying selling; and 

whoever draws water thereon which had not prepared 

for himself the sixth day and whoever takes any burden 

carry out his tent out his house shall die. You 

shall work whatever the Sabbath day save what you 

have prepared for yourselves the sixth day. And every 
man who does any work thereon, goes journey 
tills his farm, whether his house any other place, and 
whoever lights fire, rides any beast, travels 
ship the sea, and whoever strikes kills anything, 
slaughters beast bird, whoever catches animal 

bird fish, whoever fasts makes war the 

Sabbath: the man who does any these things the Sab- 

bath shall die. (50:6-13) 

But what does the book say about staying indoors the Sab- 
bath? clearcut answer can given this question. Some scholars 
claim that the book recommends staying indoors Sabbath. Others 
disagree and claim that forbids only long journeys the Sabbath. 


(4) The Essenes. Josephus writes about them, 


“they are stricter than all Jews abstaining from work the 
seventh day, for not only they prepare their food the 
day before avoid kindling fire that one, but they 


The tendency today date this book early but not early Zeitlin 
(5th Century B.C.E.). 


not venture remove any vessel even stool there- 
on.” (Wars, viii. 

The Church Father Hippolytus Rome (3rd century) writes 
that the Essenes were strict the observance the Sabbath, that 
they did not get from their beds Evidently they 
took the commandment completely literally. 


(5) Jesus. have disagree with some scholars who write 
that Jesus had patience with the elaborate Sabbath regulations 
which had been developed Jerusalem the first century A.D. This 
misinterpretation the story Jesus and his disciples walking 
through the grainfields and the disciples plucking ears grain be- 
cause they were hungry. (Mt. 12:1-8; 2:23-28; 6:1-5). When 
called upon answer for what his disciples had done, respond- 
“The Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath.” This 
answer Jesus complete accord with the teachings the Tal- 
mud. read tannaitic work called Sabbath 
given you but you are not surrendered the Sabbath.” 
old Rabbinic law that the duty saving life supersedes the Sab- 
bath (pikkuah nefesh dohe Shabbath). 


However, Jesus justified the violation the laws his disciples 
arguments which could not accepted the Pharisees. did 
not claim that the Sabbath laws were abrogated and were not valid 
for all Jews. only claimed exemption for himself 
disciples giving reasons accepted exemptions from the law: 
(a) the instance David and his men; (b) the practice the priests 
the Temple. The Pharisees could not recognize these comparisons. 
the case David, was matter saving life which was not 
the case with Jesus and his disciples. And surely the Pharisees could 
not agree the second argument. They did not recognize Jesus’ 
claim the greater than the Temple, i.e., his claim Messiahship. 
While the Pharisees themselves fought for liberalization the Sab- 
bath laws, even permitting non-priests perform work for the Temple 
Sabbath (Menahot, Omer), they could noi recognize the 
prerogative which Jesus claimed for himself and his disciples. Thus 
they also objected Jesus healing the Sabbath (Matt. 12:9-14). 
was not matter saving life and they did not recognize Jesus’ 
spiritual power heal. 


Ed. Lauterbach, III. 197. 


cannot, therefore, conclude from this conflict between Jesus 
and the Pharisees that Jesus deviated from them his interpreta- 
tion the Sabbath laws. was and remained Pharisaic Jew. 

(6) The Falasha. The attitude the Falasha confused. One 
their laws says, man who does not stay his seat Satur- 
day shall die.” second their laws says, man who travels 
goes journey shall die.” 


The Falasha priests slept the synagogues Friday nights. 
know the great influence the Book Jubilees the Falashas. 
Leslau writes, Old Testament and above all the apocryphal Book 
Jubilees are the sources their religious laws and 


(7) The Karaites. can not deal here with the Karaite attitude 
towards our Halakha. known that their Sabbath laws are stricter 
than the Rabbinic laws. They are much closer those the Book 
Jubilees. 


now turn the Zadokite Fragments. There find the two 
laws dealing with walking the Sabbath contradict each other. The 
first says, “Let him not walk about ‘outside his town above’ one 
thousand cubits.” The second one stipulates, “Let man after 
beast (on the Sabbath) pasture ‘outside his town’ for more 
than ‘two thousand cubits’.” 

Some scholars, e.g. Ginzberg, have tried emend the text. But 
since Zeitlin published the full manuscript,’ has become evident 
that there place for emendation. have accept the opinion 
Prof. Rabin that the first halakha reflects the first stage the his- 
tory Sabbath limit (tehum Shabbath), and based one pas- 
sage Numbers, “The pasture land which you shall give the Levites 
shall reach from the wall the city outward thousand cubits all 
around” (35:4), whereas the second law (two thousand cubits) 
based another passage, “And you shall measure outside the city 
for the east side two thousand cubits (35:5). 

Without entering into detailed analysis the reconcilation 
the contradition, may, however, conclude that evident that 
the Covenanters did not take the prohibition Ex. 16:29b literally, 
but accepted the Pharisaic interpretation From the point 


Leslau, Wolf, Falasha Anthology, XXVII; XXXVIII; XLII, 
Zeitlin, Solomon, The Zadokite Fragments (Philadelphia, 1952). 


view this particular halakha, there need ascribe the 
Zadokite Fragments sectarian group, neither old one nor 
one the Middle Ages Zeitlin does. This halakha pharisaic- 
talmudic. Sectarians, whether Samaritans, Essenes, Falasha Karaites 
followed stricter interpretation They rejected the con- 
cept tehum Shabbath, whereas the Covenanters accepted it. 


would like briefly discuss one more Sabbath law the 
Damascus Documents. 


“If she (the sheep) falls into cistern pit, let him not 
pull out the Sabbath.” 


There doubt that this rule, stands, anti-pharisaic. 
know from the Talmud and the New Testament that the Pharisees 
were the opinion that was permissible pull animal from 
pit Saturday. Matthew read that Jesus asked the Phar- 
isees, “What man you has one sheep and falls into pit 
the Sabbath, will not lay hold and lift out?” (12:11). This 
indicates that was common practice. can corroborated from 
the Talmud which describes the way which the animal should 
lifted out Saturday. 


Evidently, therefore, this law, contrast the other Sabbath 
laws found the Damascus Document contradiction Pharisaic- 
Talmudic law. will, therefore, have accept the emendations 
made the late Prof. Ginzberg about fifty years ago his 
book Eine unbekannte jiidische Sekte and read yaal yaalehu, i.e., 
the animal fell into pit from which can not get out itself, one 
should pull out. This reading also accepted Rabin. possible 
explanation the corruption the text that the two manuscripts 
the Zadokite Documents come from the Middle Ages and were 
Karaite hands. They evidently tampered with them, and quite pos- 
sibly added the word “al.” 


Thus the third Sabbath law from the Damascus Documents which 
have discussed not evidence for the sectarian nature these 
writings. the contrary, there can doubt that the halakha 
these documents, and particularly the Sabbath laws, are pharisaic and 
non-sectarian. 


‘Skeleton the Closet’ Gospel Research* 


FARMER 
Perkins School Theology, Southern Methodist University 


wish address you today question timely interest and 
little importance. This question has with the “priority 
Mark.” That our Gospel Mark prior our Gospels Mat- 
thew and Luke and that has been used source the composi- 
tion these later and longer gospels, was almost universally regard- 
ed, during the second quarter the twentieth century, one the 
assured results nineteenth century criticism. During the past ten 
years, however, the situation has changed. Butler England, 
1951, Parker America 1953, Vaganay France 1954, and 
Ludlum America 1958, have opposed the view that our Mark 
could have been used source our The fact that two 
these scholars are Roman Catholics, and that one Anglican 
and one theological conservative with Yale Ph. has led some 
suppose that their attacks the priority Mark are motivated 
desire, doubt unconscious, make their scholarly views 
serve some ecclesiastical traditional interest. Upon investigation, 
however, such suppositions not seem well grounded. The 
views Butler and Vaganay are strongly rejected many Roman 
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B.C. Butler, The Orginality St. Matthew, Critique the Two-Docu- 
ment Hypothesis, Cambridge University Press, 1951. Pierson Parker, 
The Gospel Before Mark, University Press, 1953. Vaganay, 
probléme synoptique: Une hypothése travail, Tournai, 1954. John 
Ludlum, Jr., ‘‘New Light the Synoptic Problem,’’ published two 
parts Christianity Today volume iii, numbers and November 
and 24, 1958. Dr. Ludlum should the credit for first recognizing 
the importance the collapse the Tiibingen school the triumph 
the Marcan hypothesis. This decisive key for unlocking the mystery 
what actually happened Germany. 


Catholic scholars who defend not only the priority Mark but also 
the existence And since 1959, when the President the 
Roman Catholic Biblical Commission expressed himself favor 
the two document hypothesis, has become clear that there more 
real freedom for and among Roman Catholic scholars this ques- 
tion than has been imagined many for the work 
Dr. Ludlum, published the Fundamentalist journal, Christianity 
Today, suffice say that has been severely criticized profes- 
sors New Testament some the leading Fundamentalist the- 
ological seminaries, the grounds that move away from the 
priority Mark make scholarly retreat rather than scholar- 
This same point made the Roman Catholic critics 
Vaganay. But such pejorative charges not touch the real issue. 
The real issue this, can we, the face the serious research 
these scholars, continue have the past assume that the 
priority Mark assured result nineteenth century criticism? 

This question haunts every serious student the Gospels, and 
for that reason have given title for this paper, ‘Skeleton 
the Closet’ Gospel Research.” 

not the source critics the nineteenth century who claim 
have solved the synoptic problem. This claim was made for them 
the consensus-makers who faced the twentieth century with firm 
belief progress their hearts. some instances these men who 
pronounced the synoptic problem solved, for example Bousset, 
were first rate scholars their own rights, who regarded further 
work the synoptic problem waste time and who wished 
get with new research. But the same time that Bousset was 
saying that the two-document hypothesis had been established, Hilgen- 
feld, one the most important source critics the time was saying 
“The preference present shown for Mark opposed the most 
certain conclusions science.” 


the English speaking world, one exerted more influence 
developing scholarly opinion the synoptic problem than did 


Theological Studies, volume 17, 1956, pp. 475-478. 

Cp. Cardinal Tisserant’s preface Solages Greek Synopsis the Gos- 
pels, Brill, Leyden, 1959. 

Some these criticisms may found letters and articles published 
Christianity Today response Ludlum’s work, others have been com- 
municated directly Dr. Ludlum. 


William Sanday, who, with his famous seminar Oxford back 
him up, spoke with authority was difficult gainsay. There 
were those who contradicted the great Oxford professor, such 
Badham. But while every library has copy Sanday’s 
Studies the Synoptic Problem, Badham’s book, Saint Mark’s In- 
debtedness Saint Matthew today virtually Both San- 
day and Badham had first-hand acquaintance with the situation 
Germany the end the nineteenth century. And while Badham 
made himself disciple Hilgenfeld, Sanday’s judgment the situa- 
tion coincided more nearly with that Bousset against Hilgen- 
feld. Because the great importance Sanday and his Oxford 
seminar where the young Streeter got his start, will instructive 
for trace briefly the major steps the development Sanday’s 
thinking about the two-document hypothesis. will particularly 
instructive note the way which, and the reasons for which any, 
gradually sets aside his initial reservations concerning this hypothesis. 
1902, Sanday wrote speaking broadly may said 
that what called the priority St. Mark there imposing 
amount agreement among scholars all nationalities there 
also considerable agreement the view that there was second 
primitive document. Taken together these two assumptions 
constitute what known the two-document hypothesis (which) 
the moment more largely accepted than any other though 
right say that the second half the hypothesis not quite 
generally accepted the first; and among the dissentients are 
some whose opinions deserve attention.”® Five years later, 1907, 
Sanday wrote recently two Germany’s foremost scholars have 
come grapple close quarters with problems the Gospels, Well- 
hausen and Harnack. also interesting and also important 
that Wellhausen and Harnack without any connection with each other 
well all the other writers have mentioned agree postulating 
these two documents (Mark and “Q”) the base the synoptic 
tradition. far consent can prove anything-and remem- 
bered that this case the consent scholars the highest com- 
petence who have all worked directly and closely upon the facts—we 


Studies the Synpotic Problem, Members the University 
Edited Sanday, Oxford, 1911. Mark’s Indebtedness Mat- 
thew, New York, Herrick and Co., 1897. 

Criticism the New Testament,’’ Criticism the New Testa- 
ment, St. Margaret’s Lectures, 1902, London, 1902, pp. 12ff. 


may really, begin think, take the second document well the 
first practically Sanday’s powerful role mediating 
consensus-maker comes out most clearly statement written four 
years later, 1911, his introductory essay the volume 
Studies the Synoptic Problem. Obviously concerned over the lack 
consensus among the participants his seminar, Sanday con- 
strained arrange the essays particular order and then write 
follows “It was all grounds right and fitting that the main 
series Essays should headed the senior member our body 
(Sir John Hawkins), who has not only been the mainstay the 
Seminar from the first, but has also given the synoptic problem degree 
close and continuous attention that has not been possible others 
among us. But there the special advantage his heading the list 
essays, with Mr. Streeter’s contribution next order, that this 
way are taken once the heart the problem with power- 
ful statement the views that may described generally cur- 
rent—in other words, the ‘Two Document Hypothesis.’ Other views 
are expressed, and ably expressed, this volume; and does not fol- 
low that the ‘prerogative vote’ always carries the day; but think that 
shall wish the prerogative vote where is. And also think 
distinct advantage that the Two Document hypothesis should have 
full statement first. 


“The two dissentients are Archdeacon Allen and Dr. Bartlet. But 
hope show that the dissent only partial; and indeed 
myself inclined mediate between the different positions. would 
pity the total margin difference within the two covers 
this book were supposed greater than is. think will 
seen that the margin difference not very large. any case 
believe not large enough justify the scepticism which exists 
some quarters, though the whole problem would never 
brought conclusion—that is, relatively probable 


Precisely which quarters such scepticism existed Sanday does 
not tell us, but clear that this sceptical attitude was not shared 
Sanday’s counterpart the University Cambridge, 
Burkitt, who 1906, his inaugural course Cambridge had this 
say not going give history the ebb and flow modern 


The Life Christ Recent Research, Oxford University Press, 1907, pp. 


Sanday, Studies the Synoptic Problem, pp. 7ff. 


criticism; will enough say that the relative priority Mark 
now accepted almost axiom the great majority scholars 
who occupy themselves with gospel Burkitt went 
say that “highly probable” that Matthew and Luke used second 
source possibly the best example the rapid fixation oral 
tradition record, allow point out that three years later when 
student Burkitt’s, Jackson was asked prepare essay 
“The Present State the Synoptic Problem” for the volume Cam- 
bridge Biblical Essays, without any acknowledgment whatsoever, 
could repeat Burkitt almost verbatim these words “The relative 
priority Mark today accepted almost axiom the great 
majority According Foakes Jackson, students 
Cambridge were being told that there was longer synoptic prob- 
lem solve even early the Thus between the eighteen 
nineties and the outbreak World War both the Universities 
Cambridge and Oxford were lending support the notion that the 
basic solution the synoptic problem had been reached, and that 
basic solution was some form the two-document hypothesis. 
difficult exaggerate the combined weight the respective witness 
two such venerable authorities the forming scholarly opinion 
Great Britain. any case with regard the priority Mark, 
Moffatt, his influential the Literature the New 
Testament, 1911, could write the priority Mark Matthew 
and Luke longer requires Note the finality with 
which the statement made. Gone the last qualifying phrase, and 
adjective. Not the relative priority, but the priority Mark longer 
requires proved. dixit. The die cast. Now all that re- 
mains for generation impatient for further progress pour its 
fluid mentality into the mold which has been prepared and the con- 
sensus will have been 


The Gospel History and its Transmission, T&T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1906, 


38. 

Present State the Problem,’’ Cambridge Biblical Essays, 
Maemillan, 

Constructive Quarterly, June 1920, 326. 

Introduction the Literature the New Testament, T&T. Clark, 
Edinburgh, 1911, 180. 

Cf. Rawlinson, St. Mark, Westminster Commentaries, London, 1925, 
the one absolutely assured result century learned discus- 
that Mark’s the oldest written Gospel which 


One year later 1912, citing Moffatt representative scholar, 
and recommending his Shirley Jackson Case could write 
“The Second Gospel unquestionably one the sources employed 
the writing the First and Third Eight years earlier how- 
ever, 1904, Case’s colleague the University Chicago, Ernest 
Dewitt Burton, important essay Some Principles Literary 
Criticism and their Application the Synoptic Problem, had gone 
great lengths set forth logical arguments based upon sound principles 
literary criticism which careful reader will find helpful mak- 
ing critical judgments with reference the relative probabilities 
the truth one solution the synoptic problem comparison with 
any One reason this essay not better known today, be- 
cause once the consensus the priority Mark was formed, the 
whole climate scholarly opinion changed, and the settling the 
problem “Q” and such residual questions was regarded somewhat 
the mopping operation which follows decisive victory. These 
were matters left for lesser men settle, while the giants turned 
their guns more important targets. Chicago was not alone fol- 
lowing the lead the Germans and the British. Union and Yale and 
Harvard well Chicago and Cambridge and Oxford could disagree 
how the mopping operation should carried out, but the 
question the priority Mark, their voices became one. Thus 
the circle within the English speaking world was completed. 


Meanwhile Germany Hilgenfeld had died, Zahn was dismissed 
hopelessly conservative, and the giant and independent minded Schlat- 
ter was notorious for not encouraging discipleship. These and other 
lesser known German scholars never accepted the priority Mark. 
Indeed, most those who argued for Marcan priority did not think 
our Mark the earliest gospel, nor did they think our Mark 
source for Matthew and Luke. Rather did they think, Lessing 
had first taught them think, terms original written gospel 
which had been utilized primary source the authors our Mat- 
thew, Mark and Luke. This certainly true Lachmann. Indeed 
the plausibility his famous argument from order, presupposes that 
Matthew, Mark and Luke are independently copying this hypothetical 
earlier Gospel. Since the common order events that runs through 


The Historicity Jesus, The University Chicago Press, 1912, 212. 


Some Principles Literary Criticism and Their Application the Synoptic 
Problem, The Decennial Publications, The University Chicago, 1904. 


Matthew, Mark and Luke more consistently present Mark than 
either Matthew Luke, reasonable assume that Mark 
has preserved the order the earlier gospel with fewer changes than 
have either Matthew This essence Lachmann’s argu- 
ment. One the unsolved mysteries the history the synoptic 
problem has with the way which man with the undoubt- 
intellectual powers Julius Wellhausen, could understand this 
argument Lachmann such way regard decisive proof 
the priority our For Butler has made all painful- 
aware, once the terms the argument are changed and you are 
longer thinking three authors independently copying fourth, but 
now think terms three authors having some kind direct literary 
dependence between them, there are least three possible relation- 
ships any one which explain the phenomena order equally 
argue that one these the simplest explanation guilty 
logical fallacy. Butler calls the Lachmann fallacy. With more 
justice might call the Wellhausen non sequitor, since Lachmann 
himself never used the argument. Nor was Butler the first note 
this fallacy. was first noted thirty-seven years ago Spring- 
any case, this argument from order has exercised import- 


ordine narrationum synopticis,’’ Theologische Studien 
und Kritiken 1835, pp. 570 ff. 

die drei ersten Evangelien, Berlin, 

Butler, op. cit., pp. 62-71. 

Synoptic Problem II, Facts and Conclusions the Synoptic 
Orders Events,’’ Bibliotheca Sacra, volume LXXXI, January 1924, pp. 
59-80. Though written thirty seven years ago, Springer’s opening words 
are soberingly shocking even today; ‘‘The reader will perhaps greatly 
astonished the state affairs now about disclose. refer 
particular the argument for the priority Mark that has been based 
comparison the progressions events the three Synoptic Gos- 
pels. naturally expect that adequate and correct statement 
the facts agreements and disagreement respect order would 
long ago have come into existence. Interest the matter order dates 
the time Lachmann, but far know sufficient and 
true statement the facts has ever been made. One would also expect that 
rigid inquiry would have been made into the logical support properly be- 
longing the inference priority that has been based the matter 
order. far know, this has never been done. The reader may 
think that this state affairs. ought incredible. 
course, very ahead without making sure the 


ant influence upon the history the synoptic problem—especially 
the English speaking world since the time Wellhausen. Actually 
the blame cannot all placed Wellhausen. took the first step 
creating the Lachmann myth lifting Lachmann out relative 
obscurity and giving him far greater prominence the history 
the synoptic problem than rightfully deserves. Read the earlier 
histories Zahn, Bernhard Weiss, Meyer and Holtzmann and you 
will begin appreciate how vastly oversimplified Wellhausen’s 
presentation the history the synoptic But this error 
Wellhausen’s foreshortened history nineteenth century criticism 
the gospels, was compounded Burkitt. Wellhausen published 
his Introduction the First Three Gospels 1905. 1906, The 
Gospel History and its Transmission, Burkitt, after declaring his firm 
belief JE, and goes deal with the synoptic problem, and 
quotes Lachmann right out Wellhausen, giving the actual reference 
Wellhausen’s probable therefore that when 
misunderstands Lachmann, has been helped Wellhausen. 
Burkitt does not actually misquote Lachmann’s argument. His fault 
that after having correctly stated Lachmann’s argument which pre- 
supposes Ur-Gospel Ur-Marcus, proceeds argue against 
the existence Ur-Marcus, and for direct dependence our Mat- 
thew and Luke upon our Mark. this way takes away major 
premise Lachmann’s argument and robs himself what has 
previously pronounced “the one solid contribution made the 
scholarship the nineteenth century toward the solution the 
synoptic problem.” That making this mistake, has been influenc- 
Wellhausen seems probable from his concluding statement 
the subject believe with Wellhausen that ‘Mark was known 


Theodor Zahn, Introduction the New Testament, New York, 1909, Volume 
II, pp. 386ff. Bernhard Weiss, Manual Introduction the New Testa- 
ment, New York, 1889, Volume II, pp. 203ff. Meyer, Critical and 
Hand-Book the Gospel Matthew, 1884, pp. 19ff. Julius 
Holtzmann, Die Evangelien, Ihr Ursprung und geschichtlicher 
Charakter, Leipzig, 1863, pp. 1-67. 


op. cit. 37. Taylor, forty-four years later, could repeat 
his own the judgment Wellhausen Lachmann, whom quotes 
copying Burkitt’s translation, thus witnessing the clear history this 
tradition, Wellhausen, Burkitt, Taylor. The Gospel According St. 
Mark, London, 1952, 10. 


both the other Synoptists the same form and with the same con- 


not difficult prove that the use which Wellhausen and 
Burkitt turned Lachmann’s argument from order has had profound 
influence upon the subsequent history the synoptic problem. For 
example, the three major reasons which Streeter sets forth for be- 
lieving the priority Mark are all variations Lachmann’s argu- 
ment. And they are all equally valid for believing the priority 
either Matthew Luke long Mark placed second 
The number textbooks and lecture rooms which this logical fal- 
lacy has been perpetuated legion. used class lectures for 
ten years. estimate that there are least three hundred intelligent 
human beings loose the world who firmly believe the priority 


op. cit., 64. 


Streeter, The Four Gospels, London, 1924. See especially pp. 10, 151, 
157-162. Streeter makes reference Burkitt, Wellhausen, Lach- 
mann. But the dependence Streeter clear. His third reason for be- 
lieving the priority Mark the relative order incidents, which 
essentially the argument Lachmann, simplified Wellhausen. Bur- 
kitt, Ibid. 36, developed this argument distinguishing between the 
phenomena order and that verbal identity. Streeter’s second reason 
essentially Burkitt’s argument from verbal agreement. Streeter’s first 
reason has with the agreement subject matter between Matthew, 
Mark, and Luke. These are indeed three distinguishable kinds phenomena, 
but they all indicate one thing only, namely that Mark some sense 
middle term between Matthew and Luke. Solages, Greek Synopsis 
the Gospels, New Way Solving the Synoptic Problem, advertised 
statistical solution the problem, 1128 page documentation the 
same point. sense demonstration the priority Mark, 
let alone the two-document hypothesis, the President the Biblical 
Commission seems think. Solages’ work will incomprehensible the 
future the synoptic problem, unless recognizes the way 
which Lachmann’s argument from order developed Wellhausen and 
Burkitt has captivated and obsessed the minds the twentieth century 
students the problem. Lightfoot his Bampton Lectures for 1934 
gives expression the mesmerizing effect the Lachmann myth these 
words ‘‘. was 1835, the year the publication Strauss’s Life 
Jesus, that the scholar Carl Lachmann discovered for us, the words 
Julius Wellhausen, the ariadne thread for its (the synoptic problem’s) 
unravelling.’’ Lightfoot goes acknowledge his dependence Bur- 
kitt’s The Gospel History and its Transmission. History and Interpreta- 
tion the Gospels, New York, 1938, 


Mark because the convincing use made that particular non- 
sequitur. 


However much importance the argument from order had help- 
ing British and American scholars make their minds the 
priority Mark, and think considerable, cannot said have 
been the decisive influence the triumph the so-called 
Hypothesis” Germany. order better understand what actually 
took place Germany during the nineteenth century will in- 
structive turn remarkable passage Schweitzer’s Quest the 
Historical Jesus. Schweitzer dealing with the works Schenkel 
and and writes: attracted these writers the 
Marcan hypothesis was not much the authentification which gave 
the detail Mark, though they were willing enough accept 
that, but the way which this gospel lent itself the priori view 
the course the life Jesus which they unconsciously brought with 
them. They appealed Holtzmann because showed such wonder- 
ful skill extracting from the Marcan narrative the view which com- 
mended itself the spirit the age manifested the ’sixties. 


The way which Holtzmann exhibited this characteristic view 
the ’sixties arising naturally out the detail Mark, was 
perfect, aristically charming, that this view appeared henceforward 
inseparably bound with the Marcan tradition. Scarcely ever 
has description the life Jesus exercised irresistible in- 
fluence that short outline—it embraces scarcely twenty pages— 
with which Holtzmann closes his examination the Synoptic Gos- 
pels. This chapter became the creed and catechism all who handled 
the subject during the following decades. The treatment the life 
Jesus had follow the lines here laid down until the Marcan 
hypothesis was delivered from its bondage that priori view the 
development Jesus. Until then anyone might appeal the Marcan 
hypothesis, meaning thereby only that general view the inward and 
outward course development the life Jesus, and might treat 
the remainder the Synoptic material how chose, combining with 
it, his pleasure, material drawn from John. The victory, there- 
fore, belonged, not the Marcan hypothesis pure and simple, but 
the Marcan hypothesis psychologically interpreted liberal 
theology.”** other words, the decisive factor the triumph the 


Quest the Historical Jesus, New York, 1948, pp. 203ff. First Ger- 


Marcan hypothesis was not only, not the argument from order, 
was not any argument series arguments, however important 
some these may have been. The decisive factor the triumph 
the Marcan hypothesis was theological. 


doubt this interpretation Schweitzer somewhat 
oversimplification. But brilliant attempt explain something 
which cries out for explanation. How was possible for the Marcan 
hypothesis triumph unambiguously, the absence any com- 
pelling proof Mark’s priority, and the face Hilgenfeld’s charge 
that “The preference present shown for Mark opposed the 
most certain conclusions 


the time remaining disposal should like present for 
your consideration what seems more adequate explana- 
tion what actually happened the nineteenth century than can 
found any existing account the matter known me. Every- 
thing have had say until now has been the nature pro- 
legomena. have been attempting prepare you with 
the door that closet and open it, and in, and see what 
can seen the full light day. hope that have not succeed- 


dispelling all your fears have least succeeded piquing 
your curiosity. 


Most histories the Synoptic problem rightly begin with refer- 
ence Augustine, but for the wrong reasons. Augustine’s view was 
not the traditional view the church. Augustine did indeed accept 
the almost unanimous tradition the early church fathers, that the 
gospels were written the order, Matthew, Mark, Luke and John. 
also held the orthodox view that the evangelists were divinely 
inspired. But that which distinguishes Augustine his recognition 


and acknowledgment literary dependence between the evangelists. 


man edition, 1906. his preface the latest edition, 1950, Schweitzer 
makes the following astounding observation: ‘‘The decisive point the 
quest the historical Jesus not which the two oldest Gospels (Mat- 
thew and Mark) trifle older than the other. That, moreover, 
literary question which possible answer. 
problem the life Jesus cannot recognized, much less solved, from 
the fragmentary record Mark. The differing narratives the two oldest 
Gospels are equally valuable, but Matthew’s fullness gives greater im- 
portance, and Baur and his school rightly gave preference.’’ The Quest 
the Historical Jesus, London, 1950, (Geschichte der Leben-Jesu- 
Forschung, Tiibingen, 1951, xii). 


His famous Harmony the Evangelists tour force which 
having declared error the view that each evangelist wrote without 
consulting the work another, proceeds argue that this would not 
necessarily entail that there are contradictions discrepancies 
the testimony the The great bishop basically con- 
servative, but when pictures Mark abreviator epitomizer 
Matthew going out limb and rendering critical judg- 
ment which knowledge did not play important part the 
history interpretation until the seventeenth century when the Armin- 
ians appealed his recognition this literary dependence sup- 
port their claims that divine inspiration did not exclude the exercise 
human freedom among the biblical writers. knowledge, the 
first scientific defense Augustine’s view came 1808 the work 
the distinguished Roman Catholic critic The most im- 
portant Protestant agree with Augustine was the radical critic, 
The point wish make this: Augustine was not 
the champion the Orthodox party Germany the eighteenth 
nineteenth century far his view the literary relationship be- 
tween the gospels was concerned. His notion that Mark copied Mat- 
thew was hardly more acceptable the Orthodox than was that 
Griesbach any other investigator the problem. Basically what 
the Orthodox wanted and needed their controlling image for the 
faithful was that picture Jesus which had emerged the church 
after sixteen centuries Christological speculation. That picture 
was essentially harmonization the many different pictures 
Jesus which are found the Bible. was strongly influenced 
the metaphysical dualism Hellenistic philosophy and the later 
creedal formulations the early church. But above all was that 
picture Jesus which emerged most clearly from the Gospel John. 
This matter some importance, because Schweitzer has in- 


Consensu Evangelistarum, Patrologiae, Migne, Paris, 1887, (Volume 34, 
pp. 1042 ff.) 

have english translation the third edition Hug’s 
This edition was published Germany 1826, and the English transla- 
tion David Fosdick, Jr. appeared 1836, under the title Introduction 
the New Testament. Hug’s treatment the historical and literary 
evidence which indicates that Matthew our earliest gospel model 
elarity, unsurpassed all those who have subsequently treated the subject. 


Evangelien nach ihrer Entstehung und geschichtlicher Bedeutung, Leip- 
zig, 1854. 


dicated and will become more clear the story unfolds, the whole 
question the fate various hypotheses concerning the gospels was 
intimately bound with the fate the theological schools and ec- 
clesiastical parties which found one another these hypotheses 
useful. for the Orthodox, they really interested any critical 
hypothesis. They preferred stick the Bible. But that does not 
mean that they did not exercise influence upon the history the 
Synoptic problem. Indirect though was, this influence was great. 


far the most important hypothesis the first half the nine- 
teeneth century was that Griesbach. There were two reasons for 
this. First, Griesbach had himself edited the synopsis the Gospels 
with all the early investigators Second, Gries- 
bach’s hypothesis was taken over and made basic methodological 
presupposition the Tiibingen school. Moffatt 1911 recognizes 
the all-pervasive importance Griesbach’s hypothesis 
teenth century when reference its initial publication, remarks 
footnote: “This the first vigorous appearance this unlucky 
and prolific dandelion, which has taken nearly century opposi- 
tion This century opposition epitomized beautifully 
Shirley Jackson Case these two sentences comparative ex- 
amination the first three gospels shows that Mark furnished the 
outline and much the narrative material for the other two (i.e. Mat- 
thew and Luke). The older view, that Mark was later abbreviation 
made the basis Matthew and Luke, now all but universally 
This older view that Griesbach. Actually Gries- 
bach held that Matthew was first, that Luke was second and made use 
Matthew, and that Mark was third and made use both Matthew 
and When this order and relationship was taken over the 
scholars and they dated Matthew late 130 with Luke 
after that and Mark even later, they left themselves wide open for at- 


Synopsis Evangeliorum Matthdi Marci Lucae una iis Joannis per- 
quae omnino cum caeterorum Evangelistarum narrationibus confer- 
endae sunt, Halle, 1776. 

op. cit., 12. 

op. cit., 212. 

Jo. Jae, Griesbachii, Commentatio Marci Evangelium totum Mat- 
Lucae commentariis decerptum esse monstratur, Jenae, 1789/1790. 
Griesbach subsequently defended his views against criticisms raised against 
them Commentationes Theologicae, edited Velthusen, Kuinoel, and 
Ruperti, 1794. 
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tack from all quarters. The Achilles heel the Tubingen reconstruction 
was the late date for Mark. Since Sieffert had already proven that 
our Matthew cannot eyewitness gospel, was clear that both 
Matthew and Luke were secondary the eye-witness period gos- 
pel But the nineteenth century, was still possible 
think that our Mark was simple, direct, immediate eye-witness ac- 
count the ministry And here where the battle was 
joined. Here the basic question that was actually issue. Was 
Mark, the critics maintained, late and historically worth- 
less from Matthew and Luke, was the earliest and 
most historically reliable account Jesus? This was the overruling 
question which dominated the minds those who worked the 
synoptic problem the second half the nineteenth century and 
into the twentieth. This clear from the Introduction Jiilicher 
1904, when writes and hence may conclude that Mark did 
not skillfully weave his stories together out both Matthew and 
Luke late 1928, the splendid work the German 


Sieffert, den Ursprung des ersten kanonischen Evangeliums, 
1832. 

Those who thought so, however, did over the protests such first rate 
thinkers Strauss and Schleiermacher who recognized the artificiality and 
unreal vividness Mark. 

Adolf Jiilicher, Introduction the New Testament, London, 1904, 
352. Jiilicher’s first edition his appeared 1894. 1900 
published revised edition, upon which Ward’s English translation 
Coming does the beginning the twentieth century, Ward’s 
prefatory note the English edition revealing ‘‘As his relation 
other scholars, all readers Dr. Harnack will remember that speaks with 
special respect the author this ‘Introduction’ .... When Dr. Weiss 
the more conservative side and Professor Jiilicher the liberal side agree, 
then, says Harnack, not necessary for any after-comer reopen ques- 
tion. comparison with the great Dr. Holtzmann, the 
more recent book shows greater pliancy and simplicity method, and less 
Baurian ‘vigour and rigour’. Dr. Jiilicher further removed from Tiibingen 
than Dr. Holtzmann. His account the ‘literature’ the subject much 
less full than that Dr. Holtzmann; but gains thereby greatly interest 
and vivacity for the general reader, while for the student the two books 
complete each other. With Dr. Theodore Zahn, the champion ‘orthodox’ 
criticism Germany, the great ‘misleader’ the theological field, Dr. 
calls him, this ‘Introduction’ will found constantly feud. 
Here Jiilicher stands the same ground with Harnack. Zahn’s vast and 
learned work the antithesis and the denial all that the Berlin and 
Marburg professors hold true. With whom lies the Can anyone 
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critic Larfeld, see scholar still arguing for the priority Mark 
the grounds that could not abstraction from Matthew and 
Even later 1938, Morton Scott Enslin, his chapter 
the synoptic problem Christian Beginnings, could the same 
doing so, Enslin thought, incidentally, that was not only dis- 
proving Griesbach, but also This mistaken notion that 
Augustine like Griesbach thought Mark was third also found 
Bornkhamm’s article the Gospels the all live within 
particular tradition historical-critical research. need this tradi- 
tion. Without wouldn’t know how get our bearings. But 
can become imprisoned within this tradition, thoughtlessly pass- 
ing its assured results, that one day find ourselves print hav- 


doubt, who looks abroad little over the general and tendencies, 
the efforts and victories modern historical Thus the 
polemical ‘party-spirit’ which both stimulates and distorts German New 
Testament scholarship was passed the English speaking world where 
eontinues bear its influence under the cloak pure dis- 
fact, whatever his theological tendencies, Zahn, his work 
the Gospels, was one the last the great independent-minded German 
crities, whereas Jiilicher, least his work the synoptic problem, was 
already fast imprisoned within the Holtzmannian synthesis, which through 
him the Marburg With the work 
Holtzmann, Weiss, Godet, and Zahn, Jiilicher writes ‘‘But only one 
these four, Holtzmann, follows the good traditions German criticism— 
and moreover, without any school preconceptions—in pointing out the very 
different degrees certainty with which can proceed formulate 
decisions within its domain’’ op. cit., 26. This concept ‘‘the good 
traditions German criticism’’ was first forcefully utilized Ewald 
his attack the school, where passionately appealed the 
national sense pride among the German scholars lamenting the 
monstrous theories Baur and his scholars, which threatened damage 
Wissenschaft’’ the eyes the rest the world. Ewald’s at- 
tack Baur, which went far include charges immorality, 
shocking has never been fully reported, and indeed largely unknown 
even Germany today. Holtzmann’s writings, free such pejorative 
polemics, were like breath fresh air, and wonder that rather 
than Ewald became the acknowledged founder new historical-critical 
school replace that Baur. 

Larfeld, Die neutestamentlichen Evangelien, nach ihrer Eigenart 
und Giitersloh, 1925. Larfeld uses other arguments well. 

Beginnings, N.Y., 1938, 429. 

‘‘Evangelien, synoptische,’’ Die Religion Geschichte und 
Gegenwart, dritte Auflage, Tiibingen, 1958. 


ing committed some error simply because are the habit not 
checking the primary sources. Augustine writes: Matthaeus, 
deinde Marcus, tertio Lucas, ultimo Joannes. 

The particular historical-critical tradition within which 
Larfeld, Bornkamm and Enslin did their work the Gospels receiv- 
its initial canonical form 1863 what shall henceforth term 
the Holtzmannian synthesis. And when 1958, Werner Kiimmel, 
his history New Testament research, writes that the work Holtz- 
mann painstakingly established the two-document hypothesis that 
can never abandoned, not merely giving expression per- 
sonal opinion, but widespread belief that was first cautiously af- 
firmed the pre-war generation Jiilicher, (Sanday, Burkitt, Mof- 
fatt and Case for example), and without caution the post-war gen- 
eration, (Dibelius, Bultmann, Dodd, Taylor, Easton for 
Easton 1928 clearly voices what pronounced dogma Kiim- 
mel thirty years later. Easton wrote: may safely believe, 
that there can radical upsetting the “two-document” hypo- 
thesis Among the English and Americans Bernhard 
Weiss generally allowed share the credit with Holtzmann for hav- 
ing established the two-document hypothesis. But among the Germans 
have found that much less credit given Weiss and that any other 


op. cit., Ch. II, See especially; ‘‘Sacerdos autem quon- 
iam sancta sanctorum solus intrabat, propterea, Lucas, cujus cirea 
sacerdotium Christi erat intentio, non habuit tanquam socium subsequen- 
tem, qui suam narrationem quodammodo Bk. Ch. III, 

Werner Georg Kiimmel, Das Neue Testament, Geschichte der Erforschung 
seiner Probleme, Miinchen. 1958, 185. This amazingly useful and 
detailed compilation pertinent quotations from primary 
luminating the history New Testament research. But means 
complete. For example, with reference the problem, there 
the work Hug, Seiffert, Ewald. Ritschl’s den 
gegenwartigen Stand der Kritik der synoptischen Evangelien,’’ Theolo- 
gische Jahrbiicher, Tiibingen, 1851, declared Holtzmann ‘‘epoch 
making,’’ not even mentioned. Nor there any mention Hilgenfeld’s 
Die Evangelien nach ihrer Entstehung und geschichtlicher Bedeutung. Not 
only are the works these men important for understanding the 
history Gospel criticism, their importance was recognized the nine- 
teenth century historians the synoptic problem, Holtzmann, Bernhard 
Weiss, and Zahn. For that reason, better begin one’s study the 
history the synoptic problem with the works these earlier writers and 
then use Kiimmel’s work resource book. Kiimmel’s bibliographical 
references are especially valuable. 

The Gospel before the New York, 1928, pp. 5-6. 
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name mentioned generally that Weizsacker who independent- 
published views similar those Holtzmann about the same 
But important others may have been, Holtzmann towered 
above them all. Among theological students Germany before the 
first World War the name Holtzmann was held the greatest 
respect, not only because his great powers critic, but because 
was the ideal prototype what scholar was expected be, namely 
man who prepared sacrifice his personal interests upon the altar 
science. Holtzmann, though not the Orthodox party, was what 
sometimes called mediating theologian, one who has orthodox 
sympathies but committed the scientific study the scriptures. 
imagined, therefore, that his heart hearts, deeply desired 
defend the historicity the gospel John. The fact that did 
not this, but argued against the use the fourth gospel the 
search for the historical Jesus, was credited his greatness man, 
and enhanced the scientific value his work the eyes all who 
considered themselves true members the historical-critical school, 
i.e. out this school that the form-critics have come, 
that whatever success they have achieved has indirectly reflected 
credit Holtzmann and lent credence his two-document hypoth- 
esis which the form-critics all presuppose one way another. 

with little excitment, therefore, that one turns directly 
the work Holtzmann. was young man thirty the time 
wrote his famous book, published Let review the his- 
torical context which carried out his work. The great, but ter- 
rifying school had collapsed. The devastating attack 
Ewald upon Baur and his scholars had been crude and uncouth but 
Ritschl and Meyer had abandoned Baur and the Griesbach 


Carl Untersuchungen die evangelische Geschichte, 
Quellen und den Gang Entwicklung, 1864. Walter Bauer, 
few months before his death, told that student had been im- 
pressed with the fact that the books Holtzmann and Weizsiicker had 
appeared about the same time and were quite independent one another. 

indebted personal interview with Emanuel Hirsch for this in- 
sight into the situation the German universities prior World War 

Die Synoptischen Evangelien, ihr Ursprung and geschichtlicher Charakter, 
Leipzig, 1863. 

refers Ewald’s ‘‘furious’’ attacks Baur, op. cit., 23, which 
upon investigation not all too strong term. These attacks were carried 
out through journal which Ewald was editor. Jahrbiicher 
der Biblischen Wissenschaft, The crucial years are 1848 and 
1849. 


hypothesis and had gone over the Marcan Hilgenfeld- 
had also recognized the untenability the Griesbach hypothesis and 
had moved Mark forward between Matthew and Holtzmann 
was obviously impressed with the writings both Ritschl and Hilgen- 
feld, but was from Ewald that took his Ewald, 
turn, had followed Weisse. And that which common Holtzmann, 
Ewald and Weisse the two-document hypothesis. must not 
think Holtzmann, however, slavishly dependent upon Ewald, nor 
Ewald upon Weisse. the contrary all the ingredients for the 
two-document hypothesis were the air the time for anyone lay 
hold on. The first main ingredient had been supplied Lessing who 
had suggested the idea The second was supplied 


den Stand der Kritik der synoptischen 
Evangelien,’’ Theologische Jahrbiicher, Tiibingen, 1851, pp. 480-538. Well- 
hausen, student Ewald, 1901, reviewing the contributions 
Ewald, could speak being ‘‘converted’’ the priority Mark 
through Ewald. criticized Ewald sharply, but nonethe- 
less agreed with him the priority Mark. Holtzmann regarded this 
contribution ‘‘epoch-making.’’ When left the 
bingen school and shifted from New Testament theology, 
which discipline became preeminent, carried the Marcan hypothesis 
with him basic presupposition for the new liberal theology, just the 
Griesbach hypothesis had been basic presupposition for the 
school. sense, then, the great influence the second half 
nineteenth century German theology lent indirect prestige the Mare- 
hypothesis which was his theological method. None the 
who reacted against Ritschl after World War 
understood the hermeneutical the Marcan hypothesis for 
Ritschl’s theology, but they were instinctively right vomiting 
theology based upon such impossible foundation. Only Hirseh has con- 
sistently adhered theological method depending upon the priority 
Mark,—with disastrous results. Meyer, original editor the 
famous commentaries the Meyer’s series, first shifted from the Griesbach 
position that Baur 1853, and thereafter the successive editions 
his commentaries carried the hypothesis into the libraries 
hundreds German pastors, and the reference shelves every 
theological reading room. probable that the and 
Meyer was very great preparing the way for widespread popular ac- 
ceptance the hypothesis. 

op. cit., pp. 103ff. 

Holtzmann, op. cit. pp. 39, 41, 54, for refcrences pp. xiii, 
38, 39, for references Hilgenfeld. 

Lessing, Hypothese iiber dic als bloss 
Geschiohtschreiber 1878. 


Schleiermacher who first conceived the possibility that the Logia 
Matthew mentioned Papias referred not our Gospel Mat- 
thew, but collection sayings These two creative 
ideas, hypothetical Ur-Gospel the one hand, and hypo- 
thetical collection sayings the other, when taken together, con- 
stitute the historical and ideological genesis the two-document hypo- 
thesis. This hypothesis, without the visionary theorizing 
sible these two conceptual presuppositions was unthinkable—literal- 
unthinkable. think differently today because think 
differently, not because the realities have changed. tend think 
the Gospels terms their parts, chapter and verse, pericope and 
literary unit, birth narrative and resurrection story. When they 
thought the gospels they tended conceive them wholes, each 
with its own integrity and individuality. Scholars lived with the idea 
Lessing’s Ur-gospel for over half century without any consensus 
forming the priority Mark, without anyone even thinking 
the two-document hypothesis. For how could you conceive Mark 
being the most complete form that Ur-gospel when did not con- 
tain the great body sayings Jesus doubly authenticated the 
clearest literary evidence Matthew and Luke? But the moment the 
idea Schleiermacher’s Logia burst the scene all kinds new and 
exciting possibilities were opened up. One these was the two-docu- 
ment hypothesis. was prove the most attractive, both be- 
cause was simple, and because commended itself scientific 
basis upon which the quest the historical Jesus might continued.™ 


die Zeugnisse des Papias von unsern ersten beiden Evangelien,’’ 
Werke 1836, 361 ff. 

Case, Jesus, New Biography, Chicago, 1927, 94. ‘‘The two- 
source hypothesis, which thus resolves the synoptic gospels into Mark and 
the Logia, thought many scholars furnish sure way return 
the real Jesus history. Appeal made the older units tradition. 
Mark especially for geographical and chronological data about 
Jesus, and the recoverable sections the Logia are assumed almost 
verbatum account his Though written 1927, this state- 
ment Case accurately represents the attitude within 
school Germany the end the nineteenth century. The work 
Wrede the secret Mark 1901, and the work 
Schmidt the frame-work Mark 1919 shook scholarly confidence 
the possibility utilizing Mark recover the historical Jesus, but 
raised question about the adequacy the two-source hypothesis itself. 
the hands Dibelius and Bultmann was never freed 
from its entangling alliance with the two-source hypothesis. For this rea- 
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The contribution Holtzmann was take this hypothesis, and 
make the basic presupposition the most careful and painstak- 
ing analysis the “synoptic tradition” found all the litera- 
ture the nineteenth century. should added that addition 
the Ur-gospel and the Logia, there was third ingredient which 
played decisive role the thinking Holtzmann—namely Herder’s 
idea “oral Ewald had placed great reliance upon 
Herder’s argument that was more natural think Mark near- 
est the period oral tradition because was the simplest the gos- 
pels. This idea that the shortest and most simple also the most 
primitive was play profound part winning favor for the Mar- 
can But Holtzmann made use unwarranted ex- 
tension Herder’s idea “oral tradition.” Herder believed 
primitive fixed oral gospel, utilized Matthew, Mark and Luke. For 
Herder the period oral tradition was brief. Both Mark and Mat- 
thew, for example, came out the eye-witness period. Herder never 
dreamed that his fixed oral gospel would later dissolved into stream 
oral tradition flowing from the events themselves until 
and after. This required new concept oral tradition being like 
logs flowing along stream river, from the banks which each 
evangelist could drag shore whatever needed build his gospel. 
This idea “flowing stream oral tradition,” running down 
into history (it now down into the fourth century think), provid- 
ed, and provides still, the solvent which enabled Holtzmann and 
those who work within the presuppositions the Holtzmannian syn- 
thesis, “scientifically” slip and slide around innumerable literary 
and historical difficulties which stand the way the two-document 
hypothesis. For example, you are dealing with passage where Mat- 
thew seems more original than Mark, either because more 


son the unencumbered utilization the form-critical method study 
the gospels has yet achieved. When utilized produces 
results which raise serious difficulties for the two--source hypothesis, and 
especially for the priority Mark. 

Herder, ‘‘Regel der Zusammenstimmung unserer Evangelien, aus 
ihrer Entstehung und Ordnung’’ 1797, Werke, Religion und 
Theologie, Stuttgart und 1830. 

expressions ‘‘eine frische Lebendigkeit,’’ and ‘‘diesen Schmelz 
der frischen reflect the influence Herder upon Ewald, and later 
writers use such expressions wax eloquent the simplicity and natural- 
ness Mark even being aware their origin. 


Jewish more Palestinian, and Holtzmann would admit that there 
are numerous such passages, then all you need imagine 
either that Matthew has preserved more original form the Ur- 
gospel, when the evidence literary dependence not overwhelm- 
ing, you can imagine that this point Matthew has drawn upon 
earlier more authentic form the oral tradition. wonderful 
hermeneutical arrangement, and works like dream. And that 
what largely is, dreaming. the world dreams, one condition- 
but not limited the realities existence (in this case the ex- 
isting gospels). 

The greatest single factor contributing the scientific accept- 
ance the priority Mark was arbitrary methodological procedure, 
perhaps consciously recognized and rationally justified Holtzmann’s 
mind, but which ultimately forces the human mind identify the Ur- 
gospel Ur-Marcus, granting the existence Ur-Gospel and 
collection sayings utilized Matthew and Luke. 


This arbitrary methodological procedure Holtzmann resulted 
from his decision begin his analysis the synoptic tradition con- 
fining himself the triple tradition material, i.e. those synoptic pass- 
ages where there evidence literary dependence between Matthew, 
Mark and Luke. next took the so-called “double tradition,” 
that large body sayings material common Matthew and Luke. 
this way, explains, will his intention reconstruct scientifical- 
the two primitive sources, which are attested two more wit- 
nesses. Such procedure can only make sense one has decided 
priori grounds that there were fact two such primitive sources, 
lying behind the triple and double traditions respectively. (It im- 
portant know that although Holtzmann reviews the history the 
Synoptic problem, and makes clear that regards the two-document 
hypothesis scientifically sound, himself advances argument 
for the priority Mark, nor for the existence the Now 


later writings Holtzmann tried his hand developing the argument 
from order into proof for the priority Mark, but not his work 
1863. Holtzmann also later came the conclusion that Luke had access 
and made use copy Matthew. This idea was consistently re- 
the adherents the school the grounds that 
this would make unnecessary the notion that Matthew and Luke had in- 
dependently used the Logia. This judgment correct, but constitutes 
reason deny Luke’s use Matthew there evidenee for such de- 
pendence. Luke’s use Matthew the most reasonable way which 


let see what bound happen when one follows this procedure 
Holtzmann. 


the first place, definition, the triple tradition not going 
include any the double tradition, nor any the single tradition. But 
since most the sayings material the synoptic gospels found 
the double and single tradition Matthew and Luke, this means that 
the primitive source which Holtzmann reconstructs from the triple 
tradition going largely bereft sayings material. This might 
seem fair enough the basis the two-document hypothesis, since 
least the sayings material the double tradition Matthew and 
Luke can accounted for having come from the Logia referred 
Papias. There little doubt that this was the way which Holtz- 
mann was thinking, since gave this reconstructed source the 
label “A” presumably for Logia. But not only will the source which 
Holtzmann reconstructs from the triple tradition bereft sayings 
material, will also lack such things birth narrative, and resur- 
rection stories. Why? Because there birth narrative, and 
resurrection story the triple tradition and definition, only that 
which found the triple tradition can reconstructed from the 
triple tradition. Perhaps some you can already anticipate what 
going happen. beginning with the triple tradition his recon- 
struction the “Grundschrift” lying behind the synoptic gospels, and 
arbitrarily designating the hypothetically reconstructed form 
that tradition primitive source, which calls “A,” was 
ipso facto creating this source the image Mark. Which the 
three synoptic gospels short sayings material, has birth nar- 
rative and resurrection stories? But Holtzmann’s “A” will con- 
form extent and content more closely Mark than Matthew 
Luke, not because Mark Mark, because Mark primitive, be- 
cause Mark eye-witness gospel, but simply because the triple 
tradition makes the greater part the gospel Mark, whereas 
large part Matthew and large part Luke fall outside the triple 


account for the phenomenon agreements between Luke and Matthew 
the triple tradition. This phenomenon Burton acknowledged ‘‘an un- 
explained remainder’’ for the two-document hypothesis (op. cit. 53), 
and Enslin refers ‘‘confessedly the most baffling and probably 
the crux the whole problem the relationship our gospels’’ (op. cit. 
430). The phenomena have been most completely compiled Keech 
Drew University, from whom copies the annotated compilation may 
obtained upon 


tradition. Once people began refer Holtzmann’s “A” Ur-Mar- 
cus, the deed was done. Whatever the intention Holtzmann had 
been, the effect his careful linguistic analysis, and his painstaking 
reconstruction his two primitive sources was establish indelibly 
the minds many the impression that had soundly grounded 
the two-document hypothesis upon firm scientific basis. Let re- 
peat—and you must have particular skeleton which put 
label, put this—whenever you have three documents between 
which there some kind rather extensive literary dependence, and 
you seek reconstruct possible source from which they all three 
may have drawn their material, you limit yourself the recon- 
struction that source those passages which there evidence 
literary dependence between all three documents, you will recon- 
structing hypothetical source which definition will conform most 
closely extent and content the shortest the three 
documents—in the case the synoptic gospels this happened 
Mark. 


must clear now that the history the synoptic problem 
highly complicated matter. But upon investigation two things 
great importance emerge with unmistakable clarity. 


First—the priority our Mark our Matthew was never es- 
tablished. fact the scientific question the literary relationship 
between our Mark and our Matthew was almost completely over- 
shadowed the practical need scientific basis for the theological 
quest the historical Jesus. The two-document hypothesis seemed 
provide adequate scientific basis upon which pursue this 
quest. The triumph the Marcan hypothesis which Schweitzer large- 
credits the irresistible influence Holtzmann’s perfect and 
charming reconstruction the outline Jesus’ ministry, 
was triumph made possible only within the methodological presup- 
positions the two-document hypothesis. This Schweitzer did not 
see, and, therefore, laid excessive, but not entirely unjustified, 
emphasis upon the psychological and theological factors. Certain pure- 
theoretical factors played equally decisive role, such Lessing’s 
Ur-gospel, Schleiermacher’s Logia, and Herder’s oral tradition. But 
these creative ideas, pure products the imaginative powers the 
human intellect, were never construed arguments. They were in- 
dispensable presuppositions for the various hypotheses developed. On- 
one logical argument played important role, Lachmann’s argu- 


ment from order, which presupposed Lessing’s idea Ur-gospel. 
Weisse took Lachmann’s argument and combined with Schleier- 
macher’s Logia produce the two-document hypothesis. This pro- 
vided the theoretical basis for Holtzmann’s work—along with 
ideological extension Herder’s idea oral tradition. Holtzmann’s 
main contribution was conceive, and execute scientific project 
which all these creative ideas were synthesized into one grand 
harmonious source analysis the synoptic tradition. compelling 
argument for the priority Mark the existence “Q” can 
traced the work Holtzmann. Indeed, have attempted 
show, his procedure calls into question the scientific value his en- 
tire project. But, however inadequate Schweitzer’s analysis might be, 
there doubt that the Geist the age “as manifested the 
use Schweitzer’s phrase, did exercise powerful influ- 
ence the triumph Marcan hypothesis. This especially true 
the point the nineteenth century notion historical development— 
which following Herder was conceived moving from the more 
simple the more complex. Mark obviously the shortest the gos- 
pels, and, without either embarrassing birth narrative, mythologi- 
cal resurrection story, seemed that time more simple and less 
contrived than either Matthew Luke. are not certain about 
this today. 


Second—no ecclesiastical party theological school was ex- 
istentially concerned with the establishment the priority Mat- 
thew. Except mainly for Zahn, the Orthodox took little interest, and 
played significant part, the historical-critical debate. One rea- 
son why, after the collapse the Tiibingen reconstruction, Hilgen- 
feld’s view that Matthew was first did not prevail that everyone 
involved the debate conceded that Matthew was written after the 
eye-witness period, and therefore was not suitable used 
primary source the quest the historical those days 


The most revealing statement the entire literature the nineteenth 
century bearing upon the history the synoptic problem that found 
Holtzmann’s work 1863 where after casting anxious eye toward the 
giant Hilgenfeld whom about kill, (cf. op. cit., 43), writes 
argumentiren wir nur concesso, wenn wir von dem sec- 
Character des ersten Evangeliums ausgehen. Auch die Tiibinger 
Kritik ist darin mit uns einverstanden; und nur Dieses fragt sich noch, 
die ersten Bestandtheile dieser Composition liegen, und gerad ihr die 
zukomme gegeniiber Marcus und 56. this way, with- 


the date composition gospel was decisive determining the 
authenticity the whole its contents. With the advent form- 
criticism, the situation changed. But that was not until were well 
into the twentieth century, and then the two-document hypothesis, 
and above all the priority Mark were regarded among the as- 
sured results century scientific progress the criticism the 
gospels. 


this concrete historical context, the settling the scientific question 
the literary dependence between Matthew and Mark was rendered pro- 
grammatically unnecessary. This the most embarrassing skeleton all, 
that the question direct literary between Matthew and Mark 
was never even thoroughly debated, let alone settled scientifically, all be- 
cause was possible this thorny problem Holtzmann’s 
programmatic appeal the idea that the gospels are related one an- 
other only through their common dependence upon some ‘‘Grundschrift.’’ 
Hilgenfeld would not concede this, but was out-flanked and withered 
the vine Jena without influence with the church and without students. 
the first decade this century, Hirsch has told me, Hilgenfeld’s 
acuteness critic was still recognized, but theological students, whose 
hands the future Germany theology always rests, were being advised 
that ‘‘Hilgenfeld’s views did not need taken account of.’’ 
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